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ligious” newspaper ; but as it is.not a “denowina-
tional” watter, ns equal.y toucliug Christivus of all
sorts, I have concluded thut what 1 have to say
will, with your permission, appear most fitly in
your pages, which address the generul publie.

With the temperance movement I profess the
sincerest sympathy, and 1 feel that 1 am but acling
the part of a true friend in my present endeavour
to keep it free from one of those mischievous ex-
crescences that threaten mot only to impair its
beneficent operation, but to turn it inte an enemy
of Cliristinnity—a modern form of Manicheism.

An unhappy symptom of this danger is scen in
the growing disposition not only to disuse but to
denvunce wine, or, as the tautological phrase is
fermented wine, in tho Holy Communion. To
show that 1 am ot proceeding 1o tight a man of
straw, your own coluiuns of 10th August will suf-
fice, where we are infurmed that the parish of All
Suints,! Cleveland, is threatened with disrupticn
on this question; the leader of one part. “denounc-
ing the employment of the fermeuted grape juice
in Church as an opening wedge to dissipation and
drunkenness for the young and weak-headed mem-
bers of the congregation.” In a number of the
Orillin Pucket during the present year a elergyman
of this diveese, whose name it would not bu kiwd
to introduce here, writes some frightful nonsense
in justitication of his own departure {rom the prae-
tice of the Church of England and the whele Cath-
olic Chureh  Dr. Normau Ierr, at the late Churel
Congress st Derby, said ho would refuse to pre-
seribe for any inebriate who, for any reason, even
religious, tasted an alecholic drink.  An Irish
Presbyterizu divinity professor has said in 2 speech
before the General Assembly @ “A puculinr theory
of temperance has led to a very grave modilication
of the mwost sacred of all the ordinauces of Chris-
tianity.  Some of our sgessions, yielding to what
they regard ag cunscientious seruples, have cither
abolished the use of wine in the Lord’s Supper al-
tugether, ur have udopted the medicl course of al-
lowing, in adition, the use of & mixture alleged w
be the unfermented juice of vhe grape.”  No wun-
der that he should hive to add that “this change
hins proved a fertile source of dircord.”  Av our
Nouvember meeting of Syned Jast year I spoke in
deprecation of the profanity of recomme Wding
“buttermik instead of wine for the sacrsmwonl "
and o Turentu temperance papor wad polits enongh
to semd me o nmursbor noticing my  sprech, sud ax-
suring me that they sbould have nu hesitation in
referring the “buttermilk” to the wine.  Awd
}.uru and there the clergy find persons se mialed
by this falde teaching as 1o refuse to partake of the
Holy Communion  In the dioeese of Lincoln, the
learned Bishop Wordsworth has torbidduen this use
of grape juice,which wag creeping in hero and there.
But all these instances, paintully sufficient as they
are, might have been wholly superseded by quot-
ing n most painful sentence tfrom the “Temperinee
Bible Commentary °—**We here reach,” it says,
“the Jast pinch of the argument.  Did the Saviour
anderstand the law, or did He not! Did He obserse
the law, ur brouk it? 1t He used fermented liguor
He must, either ignorantly or intentionally, have
broken it ¥  Thusthe whole questivn is audacious-
Iy assuined hore, without so much as a veil of rev-
erence for our Lord himself. 1 think that under
these circumstanuces there is need, and it is high
time to address the understanding, and to alarm
the conscience of the Christian public, lest a great
evil, under the patronago of zealous but mizguided
mel, grow to a dangerous strength befove it is half
preceived. To corrupt or aholish the divinest
means of grace, specially ordained for the “strength-
ening and refreshing of our souls,” and that in the
supposed interests of temperance, would be a pain-
ful application of the mad rule, “propter vitam
perdere eausss vivendi,” for the sake of one partic-
ular virtue to destroy gracious holp 1o all virtues,
With your permission, therefore, I will endeavour
iv a fuw letters to demoustrate the buselessness of
the miserable quetation from the “Temperanee
Commentary,” aud of the idea that unfermented

rapo juice is the proper element for the Holy
%:ul‘.hnl'iﬂt.

1 end with a quotation from alearned article in
the Presbyterian Review (N, Y.) for January last,
of which I ~hall make some use:—“One of the
moat dovoted aLd successful advocates of temper-

I
ance, the Jate Dr. John Ldgar, of Belfast, when he
heard sud read of certuin zealuts who would muke
tho drinking of wineasin per se und would excludo

genuine wine frem the Tuble of the Lord, gave ut-
teranco to this remark, “When the devil cannot up-

set the coach, he mounts the hox and drives.”

JOLIN CARRY,
Port Perry, 15th Nov., 1882,
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THE STORY OF THE NAG'S HEAD.
BY F. F. 8.

W know that one of the most important things
in the Chureh of LEugland, if not ¢te most impor-
taut, is the validity of her IHoly Orders.  The
most impertant, because on this hinges the valili-
ty of the Sucrawenty, for without due anthority
thego sacvtnents would not only be meaningless,
Lut valueless,  Without valid Orders, our conse-
crations, ordinations and cunlinnations, would be
but dumb shows.  This is our stronghold which
Romanists are continunlly attacking, but which
only resulls in their leaders being inwardly con-
vinced of the impreguability of cur pusition.
They would tell us that nov having « commission
stamped with Apostolic authority, vur ehildren do
not at their baptism become “members of Christ,
childven of Gon, and inheritors of the Kingdowm
of Heaven ;" that in the Holy Eucharist no invisi-
ble Christ comes to strengthen our bodies with the
Bread of Life; that our marriaghs receive not the
blessing of Holy Uliurely; and that our dead lie in
unsanctified graves, '

The seeker alter truth naturdly enquires, “what
grounds have the Rumuuists fur such  assertivns,
which, if' true, would shaks o gre nation's faith
in what wo lirmly lelieve to be the purest branch
< Chri~t’s Church ou earth, and which would fill
aur minds with perplexing donbts ¥

Lot us then look into these assertions —wo can-
not el them arguments, fur they have notl u
shadow of rewson in then—and seo hiow often
they have vaniahied before that light of sesvarch
inte whieh Rom tists dare not enter.

Lt us fuvestigate the celebrated “Nug's Tlead
Fable,” one of the most senseless and puerile in-
ventions of Rume fur atecking the Grders of thoe
Church of Euglaud.

After the giwrt reign of Queen Mary, her hiadf-
sister Elizabeth was pliced upon the throne of
England,  Two days atwer the aceession of Jueen
Elizabeth, Cardinal Pole, Archbichop of Canter-
bury, died, leaving vacent the chair of St. Augns-
tiue. The liest Quty of tho new queen wag to il
tho vacaucy of the Archiopiscopal See. The Dean
and Clapier of Canterbury having wet and having
received its conye d'elire, the man whom they
clected 1o the Arvehivpiscupate wus the Rov. Dr
Matthew Parker. The queen then issued an im-
perinl mandate o certain Bishops to consverate
Dr. Purker.

Now what Romanists wanl us {o believe is this,
that with every Cathedial and Chureh in all Ing-
wnd at their disposal, with a solewn ordinal
suited to their views, with thres lawfully conse-
crated  Bishops, knowing that watehiul enemies
were on avery side rewdy to find o flaw in their
proceedings, sud  knowing that pany feeling was
both violent wnd uuscrupuleus, we are asked to
bulieve that these Dishops went to o tavern and
mado the comseeration of Archbishop Darker a
profane farce.  Would Queen LElizabeth for a
mument hase (olerated sueh procecdings? Would
Parliswent or Convocation have permitted these
men to take their seats in either of these budies
after such an unhallowed transaction?  Would
there have been no public vutery against such an
outrage?  Are we tu belicve that  Archbishup
Parker and his assveiates were insane, or du
Romunists think that wo bave lost our rewson?
Not ouee, not twice but humlreds of times has
this monstrous fuble been produced by Lumanists
as an argument againgt the validity of the Orders
of the Church of England.

at least furty-five years after tho consecration took
place. It is first found in a controversisl book
written by an uxiled Homan Priest by the name of
Holywoud. The story is afterwards found and
repeated in no less than five different wayg, each

In the first place, this story was not heard for.

version contradicting the other four in respect to
the nunber of eonsecrators present, the dates, and
the proceedings, and on thisas on another cceasion,
“their witness agreed not together.” The well-
known an iquary, Mr. Tiernay, and the learned
Rouun Catholic historian, Dr. Lingard, both deny
tho truth of tho story. The former says, “I must
own however, that after a careful perusal of all
that has Dbeen written on this subject (tho Nag's
Head Consecration) [ am cowpelled to adopt the
opposite opinion,” i. e, from Mr. Dodd’s, who in
lis listory crediw it.  The same gevtleman refers
10 it again and calls it “the supposod wummery in
Cheapside.”  Wo cannot help, therefors, believing
that this Nag's Heand story is a futile, false and
contrudictory invention,

But we are tolil that we have no proof of the
consecration of Dr Barlow, one of the four cons:-
crators of Archbishop DParicer, from the fact that
his consueration is not rocorded in the regisier of
Lambetl.  Does thiy prove anything either way 1
Fortunately, we have other prools of the consecra-
tion of Bishop Bavlow.  He was installed in tho
House of Lords, June 30th, 1536, as Bishop of St
David’s.  According to law, he couldl not he a
spiritual peer until after his consecration.  Since
the time of Edward 111, no one had sat in the House
of Lords as . Bishop-cleet.  In the yeur 1553 he
cceupied o seat in convucution as Bishop of Bath
and Wells,  In the vear 1542 he was oue of the
cunscerators of Arthur Bulkeley, The fact of his
cunseetativn not being recorded does not therefore
prove that he hud not veceived the Aposiolic Com-
missivn,  During the Primnaey of Arclibishop War-
ham, twenty-six consecrativns tovk place, and six
of thesy wre not to be found. The conseeration of
the wpotable Chardiner is not to Le found in the
Lambeth register.  But after all, it is not neces-
siry 10 prove Barlow’s consecration, for only threo
Gishops wre the required capowerl number for
consucration.  There were present at Archbishop
Parker's consverition, three others besides Barlow,
viz,, Hulgkins, Scory, aud Coverdale.  There can
be no doubt of their consecrativn, as we have tho
dates of their conseerations, and the munes of their
consecrators, atd this suecession we can trace bhack
1w the Apustles thomsolves.  To doubt then Areh-
bishop Parker’s cousecration on ncceunt of Dr,
Barluw ds as silly as it is presuming, and ounly
proves uns thing —that the Romanists not I ing
fuith in ono side of the Nag's Hemd story must
needs luveny a new ohjection,

As if the two abuve concoctions wore not enough,
Rowanists further tell us that the ordinal may
have been incomplete, and so perfaps might have
invididuted the consecrition.  They cluim that we
enlarged and fmproved it afterwards.  Dut this
proves nothing, tor we claim that “every Church
tath power tw decreo rites and ceremonies,” and no
ubjeerion can possibly be made to our service—(1),
Lecause we dropped certain non-essential  cevo-
mutiies of tho sixth and even uy late as the twolfth
centuvies, and (2), because the words “Priest” and
“Pishop” did not oceur in the actual Jorm of or-
dainipg.  In the Ruman Pontilical in Xpiseopal
conseeralion the word “Bishop” is entirely absent.
Romanists evidently overlook the fact that the
Orders of the Chureh of England have been ad-
mitted valid even by Popes.  There is no doubt
Pius 1V, in aletter to Queen Llizabeth, oflered to
sanction the Dok of Common Prayer, including
the Ordinal, if she would receive it from him,
The illustrious M. Dossuet, Bishop of Meaux,
Father Davenport of Santa Clara, the well known
Dr. Stephen Gough, and many other Homan Catho-
lic divines testify 1o the vulidity of vur Orders,
And we like to receive aml hear such opinions, for
it shows that even among llomanists themselves
there are found men who are ashamed to credit
such outmgeous inventions as the “Nag's Hesd
(unsueration,”

QUERIES.

(To the Editor of the Church Guardian,)

S,—Will you allow me {o ask tliough your
columns, the following questions: Is there any
authority for

1st. The reader of the Lessons preacking thom :
Jooking up at the congregation frequently, as if.



